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IN THE DRAWINGS 
The attached sheet of drawings includes new Fig. 1 and Fig. 2. 



Attachment: Sheet with new drawings 1 and 2 
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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1 -28 are pending. 

Claims 2, 4, 9-12, 14-15, and 20-24 have been amended. 
Claims 25-28 have been added. 

Support for the amendments is found in the claims and specification (e.g., page 19, 
lines 7-8; page 19, lines 30-32; pages 18-19, the bridging paragraph; and page 41, lines 36- 
37), as originally filed. 

The specification has also been amended to comply with the USPTO requirements in 
response to the Examiner's objection. Figures 1 and 2 have also been submitted as requested 
by the Examiner. Support for the drawings can be found on page 6, lines 25-27; page 8, lines 
1 1-13, page 19, lines 7-8; page 41, lines 10-37; and page 46, lines 18-19. 

No new matter is believed to have been added. 

Priority 

The Examiner has alleged that a certified copy of the priority application DE 
10336131.6 has not been submitted. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

The present application is a national stage of the PCT/EP04/02627 application. A 
certified copy of the DE 103361 31 .6 priority application has been submitted to the 
International Bureau in PCT/EP04/02627 and a Request for Priority under 35 U.S.C. 1 19 has 
been submitted with in the present application. See the attached PCT Notification Concerning 
Submission or Transmittal of Priority Document, Request for Priority, and a Transmittal 
Letter. Thus, the certified copy of the DE 10336131.6 priority application has been 
submitted. Applicants request again granting benefit of the filing date of the DE 103361 3 1 .6 
priority application, i.e., August 4, 2003. 
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Claim Objection 

Claims 1, 5, 8, and 16-18 have been objected because the Examiner is of the opinion 
that the claims do not recite a structure producing the claimed result. Claim 1 has been 
amended by introducing the limitation of claim 2 that has not been objected. Applicants 
request that the objection be withdrawn. 

Claims 20-24 have been objected because there is no process recited in claim 1 . 
Claims 20-24 have been amended as suggested by the Examiner to introduce the limitation 
"the rear- rejection screen." Applicants request that the objection be withdrawn. 

Objection to the specification 

(a) The specification has been amended to comply with the USPTO requirements in 
response to the Examiner's objection. Applicants request that the objection to the 
specification be withdrawn. 

(b) Applicants has submitted Figures 1 and 2 as requested by the Examiner. 
Applicants request that the drawings be accepted and the objection to the drawings be 
withdrawn. 

Art Rejections 

Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) or 103(a) over Murayama et al., EP 
1 152286. The rejections are traversed because: 

(1) Murayama et al. do not describe or suggest: 

(a) the claimed halved-intensity angle of the scattering layer and the backing layer 
(claims 1, 8, and 28); 

(b) a backing layer that does not comprise the scattering particles and is transparent 
(claims 21 and 25); 

(c) the claimed gloss (claims 1 and 5), the average surface roughness (claims 4 and 
12); a film applied on the backing layer (claim 7); the scattering layer comprising two types 
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of particles (claims 13-14); the transmittance (claim 16); a path difference (claim 17); the 
yellowness of the screen (claim 18); the weathering (claim 19); embossing the backing layer 
with an embossing roll (claim 26); and the yellowing index of the backing layer (claim 27); 

(2) modifying the structure and method of Murayama et al. to achieve the claimed 
rear- projection screen and the claimed methods are not obvious; the claimed properties are 
not result effective variable and discovering the claimed properties is not routine. 

The claimed rear-projection screens do not exhibit undesired reflection images in the 
room (page 5 of the present specification). These screens permit particularly high picture 
quality, high picture sharpness and resolution of the projected picture. Id. The images on the 
rear-projection screens have good color accuracy. Id. The rear-projection screens have 
particularly uniform brightness distribution and maximum mechanical stability. Scratches on 
the screen are invisible or only very slightly visible. Id. Damages have no, or only very slight, 
effect on the imaging capability of the screen. Id. The rear-projection screens can be 
produced by simple methods, e.g., via extrusion. Id. Further, the claimed rear-projection 
screens have high picture steadiness and, therefore, the presented images can be viewed for a 
long period without fatigue. Id. A size and shape the claimed rear-projection screens can 
easily be adapted to requirements. Id. The claimed rear-projection screens has high durability, 
in particular high resistance to UV irradiation or weathering and imaging properties involve 
only very little reflection (page 6). 

(1) Murayama et al. do not describe or suggest the claimed rear projection screen. 

Murayama et al. describe a rear projection screen comprising two light diffusion 
layers (see Examples 1 and 2, Tables 1-2). Both layers comprise diffusion particles and base 
materials (see the drawings). The rear projection screen has an angle d (an angel of a visual 
field at which a half of the screen gain is obtained) (see [01 16]) equal to 33.9° (Table 2, 
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Example 2). The first layer has an angle jS (an angel of a visual field at which a one third of 
the screen gain is obtained) (see [0117]) equal to 3.8o (Table 1, Example 2, a second layer). 

The Examiner referred to Table 2, Example 2, second PMMA layer as a diffusion 
layer having d of 33.9°. At the same time, the Examiner referred to Table 1 , Example 2, 
second PMMA layer as a carrier layer having /? of 3.8°. Thus, it is not clear how the same 
second PMMA can be the diffusion and carrier layer and have different angles at the same 
time. See page 8, first paragraph of the Official Action. 

Murayama et al. do not describe a halved -intensity angle of each layer but only 
describes a halved-intensity angle of the screen (i.e., two layers combined) and a one third of 
the screen gain of each the first and the second layer (Tables 1-2; [01 16]-[01 17]). A one third 
of the screen gain is not necessarily the same as a half of the screen gain. Also, a half of the 
screen gain for the screen is not necessarily the same as that of the separate layers. 

In addition, Murayama et al. do not describe a backing layer that does not comprise 
the scattering particles and is transparent (claims 21 and 25); the claimed gloss (claims 1 and 
5), the average surface roughness (claims 4 and 12); a film applied on the backing layer 
(claim 7); the scattering layer comprising two types of particles (claims 13-14); the 
transmittance (claim 16); a path difference (claim 17); the yellowness of the screen (claim 
18); the weathering (claim 19); embossing the backing layer with an embossing roll (claim 
26); and the yellowing index of the backing layer (claim 27). 

The Murayama et al. rear projection screen does not inherently have the claimed 
properties because the Murayama et al. layers Tl and T2 do not have the claimed have half 
gain angles and the Murayama et al. rear projection screen is produced by a different method. 
For example, a mixture for the first layer was coated on a glass plate and was heated and 
dried at 50°C for 10 min and further at 100°C for 10 min and the dried film was exfoliated 
from the glass plate, thereby the first film was obtained (see Example 1-2 referred to by the 
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Examiner). Further, the Murayama et aL method comprises lamination of the layers verse co- 
extrusion described in the present specification, different temperatures and hold time, and 
different material (see the Examples of the present specification and, for example, Examples 
1-2 of Murayama et al.). The claimed backing layer is produced via extrusion and is 
embossed (see, e.g., paragraph (D), page 41 of the present specification) and may not contain 
scattering particles (claim 25). The first film appears to be in a position of the claimed 
backing layer and the second layer appears to be in a position of the claimed scattering layer 
(see, for example, [0154] for the layer arrangement). 

The legal requirement for inherency is that "each and every time" the Murayama et al. 
rear projection screen is produced, the screen necessarily has the claimed characteristics. It is 
incorrect because, for example, the Murayama et al. layers Tl and T2 do not have the 
claimed half gain angles and both layers comprise scattering particles while the claimed 
screed may not comprise scattering particles (see claim 25). "The fact that certain result or 
characteristic may occur or be present in the prior art is not sufficient to establish the 
inherency of the result or characteristic." See MPEP §21 12. IV (citing In re Rijckaert, 9 F.3d 
1531 (Fed. Cir. 1993)) (emphasis in original). 

In a recent decision, the Board stated that when the claimed and prior art 
compositions comprise similar components, even if some of the art compositions might have 
the claimed properties, that possibility is not adequate to support a finding of inherency. Ex 
parte Thomas, Appeal 2007-4423 (July 23, 2008). The Examiner must provide some 
evidence to establish the reasonableness of the examiner's believe that the functional 
limitation is inherent. Id. 

Thus, Murayama et al. do not anticipate the claimed rear projection screen. 

(2) Murayama et al. do not make the claimed rear projection screen obvious. 
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The Examiner has alleged that because the Murayama et al. rear projection screen 
with two layers (e.g, PMMA layers) comprising scattering particles having the claimed half- 
intensity angles, it would have been obvious to "choose from a finite number of predictable 
solutions" and/or to optimize "result effective variables" to obtain a desired result (see page 8 
of the Official Action). 

First, the Examiner has not explained why or provided any support for the assertion 
that there is "a finite number" of the characteristics to choose from and why "solutions are 
predictable." 

The characteristics such as, e.g., half-intensity angles, the gloss, yellowing index, 
transmittance, and weathering resistance are represented by a very large number (i.e., a 
number is not finite). 

Further, the claimed characteristics (e.g., half-intensity angles, the gloss, yellowing 
index, transmittance, weathering resistance, etc.) are not result effective variables (i.e., the 
solution is not predictable). Specifically, for optimizing, for example, half-intensity angles, 
the gloss, yellowing index, transmittance, and weathering resistance, the prior art must first 
recognize a particular parameter as a result-effect variable, i.e., that the improved image 
reflection in the room, high picture quality, high picture sharpness and resolution of the 
projected picture, good color accuracy, uniform brightness distribution and maximum 
mechanical stability, high picture steadiness, high durability, high resistance to UV 
irradiation and weathering, and imaging properties are the functions of, e.g., half-intensity 
angles, the gloss, yellowing index, transmittance, and weathering resistance. MPEP 2144.05. 
II, e.g., In reAntonie, 559 F.2d 618, 195 USPQ 6 (CCPA 1977). Murayama et al. do not 
recognize these dependencies. 

In a recent decision, the Board stated that while the discovery of an optimum value of 
a variable in a normally obvious, this is not always the case. Ex parte Thomas, Appeal 2007- 
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4423 (July 23, 2008). One exception to the rule is where the parameter optimized was not 
recognized in the prior art as one that would affect the results. Id. The Examiner has to point 
to a teaching in the cited reference or provide any explanation based on scientific reasoning, 
that would support the conclusion that those skilled in the art would have considered it 
obvious to optimize the prior art composition to the level recited in the claims. Id. 

Lastly, one would not have been motivated to modify the Murayama et al. screen to 
obtained the claimed characteristics because Murayama et al.'s goal is to improve an angle of 
a visual filed, shock resistance, and light transmission of the screen, while the claimed screen 
possesses the improved image reflection in a room, high picture quality, high picture 
sharpness and resolution of the projected picture, good color accuracy, uniform brightness 
distribution and maximum mechanical stability, high picture steadiness, high durability, high 
resistance to UV irradiation and weathering, and imaging properties are functions of half- 
intensity angles, the gloss, yellowing index, transmittance, and weathering resistance (pages 
5-6 of the present specification). 

Thus, Murayama et al. do not make the claimed screen obvious. Applicants request 
that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Claims 1-24 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double 
patenting over claims 1-26 of US Patent 7,339,732 ("the '732 patent"). Applicants have filed 
a terminal disclaimer with this paper. 

Applicants request that the rejection be withdrawn. 
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A Notice of Allowance for all pending claims is requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 

OBLON, SPIVAK, McCLELLAND, 
MAIER & NEUSTADT, P.C. 
Norman F. Obion 

Marina I. Miller, Ph.D. 
Attorney of Record 
Registration No. 59,091 

Tel: (703)413-3000 
Fax: (703)413 -2220 

(OSMMN 08/07) 



Customer Number 

22850 
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